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Abstract
As part of the project “Developing Gender 
Indicators in Agriculture,” we conducted a literature 
review in order to understand how research and 
agricultural development projects in Latin America 
measure women’s empowerment and gender 
inequalities. The research allowed us to conduct 
a close examination of the theoretical concepts 
and the methodologies employed, and the way in 
which both of these are linked, in practice. In the 
study, we uncovered similarities in the theoretical 
definitions of women’s empowerment and gender 
inequality used, but differences in the way in which 
each study operationalizes these concepts. These 
different operationalizations were found in turn to 
be connected with the methodological approaches 
that guided each research study or program. 
We also found discrepancies in the theoretical 
frameworks used and the results presented, 
with many of the reviewed studies basing 
their theoretical frameworks on the concept of 
empowerment, but framing their results in terms of 
reaching or benefiting women, but not necessarily 
in terms of women’s empowerment.
Gender, Agriculture, Empowerment, 




Incorporating gender in agricultural 
development projects is a requirement for 
governments, cooperating countries, NGOs, 
project implementers, and donors, mainly 
due to the agreement of countries to work 
towards gender equality, which is one of the 
Sustainable Development Goals. However, 
the mere inclusion of gender in development 
projects or programs does not ensure their 
success in reducing inequalities, since the 
theoretical concepts of gender, empowerment, 
and equality are not always linked with what 
is being implemented in practice. Often it is 
difficult to fully capture the various dimensions 
of empowerment and/or gender with indicators, 
thus resulting in a dissociation between 
theory and practice (or conceptualization and 
operationalization).1 As such, these projects may 
face challenges demonstrating progress towards 
meeting their goals related to gender; and in 
some cases, they may even increase the existing 
inequalities between men and women.
There is a lack of guidelines on what to measure 
in terms of gender and how to do it in a way that 
links theory to practice, by using or adapting 
indicators in the formulation, implementation, 
and evaluation of development projects in 
agriculture. That is why in this study, we intend 
to present evidence of the gender indicators 
used in agricultural development research or 
projects in Latin America, as well as the purpose 
of their implementation. The main objective is 
to understand how agricultural development 
research studies and projects in Latin America 
measure empowerment and gender inequality. 
The specific research questions are: What are 
the main theoretical concepts used in projects? 
How have those concepts been operationalized? 
What are the measures used by projects? What 
aspects are taken into account to measure 
gender equality? What are the methodologies 
used by projects?
To achieve this, we adapted the Systematic 
Literature Review methodology proposed by 
PRISMA2 (Welch et al., 2012) to a social study and 
we searched for articles that would consider 
five main subjects: gender, indicators, agriculture, 
development, and Latin America. We identified 
a total of 87 articles for review; we analyzed 
their theoretical concepts and methodologies 
to understand how gender related concepts 
are being measured in practice. Some of them 
focused their attention on gender gaps or 
measuring empowerment, while others focused 
on the implications of the roles of men and 
women in agriculture or explored the role 
of society and institutions in the systematic 
exclusion of women from the agricultural sector. 
In the second section of this document, we 
present the methodological procedures to 
collect and analyze information, as well as the 
initial results of the literature search. Then 
we present the findings related to places 
where studies are mostly concentrated, the 
units of analysis, year of publication, and 
methodologies used in the studies. Next, we 
present the results in terms of the concepts 
and the operationalization of gender equality 
and empowerment, as well as in terms of the 
research approach: qualitative, quantitative, or 
mixed. Finally, we conclude with a discussion on 
the results obtained.
2   PRISMA = Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses.
1   This is understood as a process that enables the disaggregation of the theoretical concept 
guiding the research (in this paper, on gender and empowerment), while identifying empirical 
evidence (variables) that will help recognize it in reality.
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Methodology
To conduct this study, we based our work on the 
parameters set forth in the PRISMA2 guidelines 
(Welch et al., 2012), which describe the stages 
in which a Systematic Literature Review should 
be undertaken. This methodology consists of 
the identification and analysis of all studies and 
research relevant to a specific topic. However, 
since it has been specifically designed for 
health sciences, we had to adapt some criteria, 
as they were not relevant to a social study. In 
Annex 1, we show the stages carried out with their 
corresponding steps, actions, and outputs.
In this way, we were able to write an objective 
and accessible summary on the understanding 
and use of gender indicators in agriculture by 
research studies and development projects in 
Latin America. At the same time, we were able 
to identify the context of such indicators among 
policy- and decision-makers.
Through this study, we want to understand the 
way in which research and development project 
implementers measure gender and how they 
Credit: © CIAT
implement it, because there seems to be a gap 
between what gender indicators say in theory 
and how this connects with practice, by adapting 
indicators in project planning and evaluation. 
While nowadays most development projects try 
to include a gender perspective, there are still 
gaps regarding how to measure gender related 
outcomes. One of the main contributions of 
applying this methodology is the contextualized 
comparison that recognizes the variability 
of ethnic, educational, socioeconomic, and 
geographic contexts facing different projects 
and interventions working on gender in 
agriculture. 
For the literature search, we focused on 
identifying the articles published in indexed 
journals found in the following electronic 
databases: Web of Science (WOS), Scopus, 
and Google Scholar. This search was carried 
out taking into consideration five subjects 
selected in terms of their relevance to the 
problem identified: gender, indicators, agriculture, 
development, and Latin America, giving a strong 
preference to observational studies, case 
reports, and intervention studies. 
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Table 1 shows the combinations and the terms related to the subjects we took into consideration to 
complete our search.





























synthetic indicator/  
indicador sintético        
related measures/  
medidas asociadas        
Furthermore, to define or filter the selected studies, we formulated inclusion and exclusion criteria 
adapting the PRISMA parameters (Shamseer, 2015), which are shown in Table 2. 
Table 2: Inclusion and exclusion criteria
PARAMETERS INCLUSION CRITERIA EXCLUSION CRITERIA
Population Men and women farmers in Latin America
Men and women farmers from urban communities 
Men and women farmers outside of Latin America
Rural men and women non-farmers
Approach Studies with some kind of qualitative or quantitative measures related to gender
Qualitative or quantitative studies without any kind of 
measures related to gender
Research Design Articles published in indexed journals Books, book chapters, theses, working papers, and other documents
Language
English
Articles in other language apart from English, Spanish,  
or PortugueseSpanish
Portuguese
Year of Publication From 1980 to present Before 1980
3   Both authors have been widely cited in the articles selected in the review.
Within such criteria, the choice of languages corresponds to the closest affinity to Latin America. Regarding 
the year of publication, the perception was that articles referring to this topic would start appearing after 
the publication of the works by Magdalena León and Carmen Diana Deere in the eighties (León and Deere, 
1977 and 1980; Deere and León, 19823), since these were the studies that marked the beginning of research 
on gender and agriculture in Latin America.
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After selecting the articles, we conducted a 
thorough review that allowed the extraction 
of information related to location, year of 
publication, main objective, theoretical 
considerations (empowerment, gender, equity, 
others), the methodology implemented, the 
aspects on which the approach on those 
theoretical considerations was based, and the 
main conclusions. Once we had organized all 
the data in the “information extraction matrix”, 
we proceeded to its analysis, which consisted 
of comparing qualitative, quantitative, and 
mixed research studies, starting from the way 
they approached the theoretical considerations 
and how they formulated their measurement 
aspects or criteria.
Results
This section presents some of the findings of 
this research, starting with those related to the 
article selection process, followed by general 
aspects, such as: location, units of analysis, year 
of publication, and methodologies implemented. 
Finally, we present the findings related to the 
gender and empowerment theories addressed 
and their operationalization regarding the 
formulation of indicators (quantitative and 
mixed methods), and the approach on the 
aspects to consider when working on gender 
(qualitative).
Article selection
The initial search found 4,049 results. After 
reviewing the titles, following the inclusion and 
exclusion criteria, 103 articles were selected. 
The next step entailed reviewing the abstracts 
of all 103 studies. Through this review, 33 
articles were discarded and 70 continued in the 
process, and they were fully read. From these, 
60 were selected, as shown in Graph 1. We then 
conducted a snowball search in the papers 
cited in the references of the selected articles 
and we recovered a total of 265 titles meeting 
the inclusion and exclusion criteria. We carried 
out the same procedure with these 265 titles 
(abstract review and reading the text in full). 
Once we had completed this procedure, we 
obtained 27 new articles, which in addition to the 
60 initially identified, made up the total number 
of articles (87) on which we conducted this 
research. The discarded articles were excluded, 
because they did not meet our criteria regarding 
population, approach, design, language, or year.
Credit: © Bioversity International/A. Camacho
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4   The countries in which they concentrate correspond to those shown in Graph 2.
Location where studies  
were mostly concentrated
Out of the 87 studies that met the inclusion 
criteria, 33 were concentrated in more than one 
Latin American country4 or they have general 
studies relevant to this research; 18 were located 
in Mexico, seven in Brazil, six in Ecuador, five 
in Honduras, three in Colombia, Peru, and 
Guatemala, and the rest are distributed across 
Latin America, as shown in Graph 2. It is striking 
that countries like Uruguay, Venezuela, Costa 































Articles identified after 




Articles read in full  
to be selected: 
n = 70





Graph 1: Article selection process
Credit: © CIAT/M. Koningstein
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5   Except for Deere (1982) and Espinosa (1998). 6   Widely referenced in the selected articles.
Graph 2: Location of the studies presented in reviewed articles
Graph 3: Number of articles published per year
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Year in which the articles 
were published
The articles selected for review range from the 
year 1982 to 2019. We expected to find articles 
related to gender from the 1980s; however, the 
review uncovered articles starting in 20025, with 
an increase in the number of research studies 
conducted from 2010 onwards. Considering 
that development projects are linked with the 
guidelines promoted by international agencies, 
such as the United Nations (UN), specifically 
the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), 
it is reasonable to think that there is a direct 
correlation between the number of articles 
published and the promulgation of the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), as 
well as the report issued by FAO in 20116 on 
The State of Food and Agriculture “Women 
in Agriculture: closing the gender gap for 
development,” since, on the one hand, MDG 
3 was focused on promoting gender equality 
and empowering women and, on the other, 
in a complementary fashion, the FAO report 
promotes a public policy approach that takes 
into account rural women and the difficulties 
they face. Finally, the launch of the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) in 2015 gives a fresh 
impulse to the work of development projects in 
terms of empowering girls and women, which is 
reflected in the publications issued from 2015 
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Methodologies implemented
Graph 4 shows the percentage of each of the methodologies implemented in the studies under 
review, among which qualitative methodologies held the first place with a total of 56 articles, followed 
by quantitative studies, with 18 articles, and mixed methods, with 13 articles.7
7   The division of methodologies was based on whether or not the results were quantified.
8   Qualitative: Asher and Varley (2018); Bacon (2010); Bee (2013); Beuchelt and Badstue (2013); 
Bolandnazar et al. (2011); Boza et al. (2018); Brumer (2004); Buechler (2009, 2016); Colfer and 
Minarchek (2015); Croppenstedt et al. (2013); Cruz et al. (2019); Deere (2018); Deere and León 
(2001); Deere et al. (2012); Di Ciommo and Schiavetti (2012); Espinosa (1998); Farmar-Bowers 
(2010); Ferriol (2016); García and Wanner (2017); Giraldo (2016); Glemarec (2017); Gumucio 
and Rueda (2015); Gutiérrez et al. (2018); Imburgia (2019); Johnson et al. (2018); Jones et al. 
(2017); Khodamoradi et al. (2011); Koralagama et al. (2017); Kristjanson et al. (2017); Larson 
et al. (2019); Lastarria (2009); López et al. (2019); Lyon (2008); Lyon et al. (2010); Mathez et al. 
(2016); McEvoy et al. (2012); McKune et al. (2015); Mollett (2010, 2015); Paulilo (2013); Phillips 
(2011); Pineda et al. (2019); Radel (2011); Ransom and Bain (2011); Riaño and Keilbach (2009); 
Roces and Montiel (2010); Selwyn (2010); Sundberg (2004); Taukobong et al. (2016); Tavira 
and Tapia (2008); Valdivia (2001); Vazquez (2008); Vidrascu et al. (2016); Waltz (2016); Yang 
et al. (2018). Quantitative: Alkire et al. (2013); Alwang et al. (2017); Awaworyi et al. (2019); 
Branisa et al. (2014); Buendía and Carrasco (2013); Can et al. (2007); Coleman and Mwangi 
(2013); Deere (1982); Deere and Twyman (2012, 2014); Deere et al. (2013); Dietz et al. (2018); 
Eastin (2018); Fletschner (2008, 2009); Galiè et al. (2019); Sundström et al. (2017); Twyman et 
al. (2015). Mixed methods: de Lima (2013); Del Castillo (2015); Hamilton (2002); Humphries 
et al. (2012); Larrauri et al. (2016); Lyon et al. (2017); Radel (2005, 2009, 2012); Radel et al. 
(2012); Raynolds (2002); Twyman et al. (2015); Urquieta and Alwang (2012).
Graph 4: Number of selected articles according to the methodology used8
Additionally, Graph 5 shows that we found 36 
documentary and literature reviews, which 
resorted to the analysis of secondary sources 
to approach the concepts and contexts 
regarding gender in agriculture. This technique 
is mostly used in qualitative articles (35), while 
in quantitative articles, the most commonly 
used technique was conducting surveys in 
communities (12) to obtain data that, in some 
cases, were used with statistical techniques 
to develop models, tests, and analyses of 
information. For instance, Galiè et al. (2019), 
Alkire et al. (2013), and Dietz et al. (2018) 
developed indicators on the basis of the 
information obtained through surveys, while 
Sundström et al. (2017) developed an indicator 
with information obtained from national 
databases.
On the other hand, both articles with a 
qualitative approach and articles with a mixed 
methodological approach used interviews and 
focus groups as research techniques. Of the total 
amount of interviews conducted, 21 were made 
in articles with a qualitative approach and 12 in 
articles with a mixed methods approach, while 
the use of focus groups was mostly implemented 
by qualitative approaches (12), and there 
were only two articles with a mixed methods 
approach that used them.
We also found that some qualitative articles 
highlight the need to use mixed methods, such 
as Galiè et al. (2019), who considered that their 
results would not make much sense if they 
were not supported by the comments of local 
residents, this being a need arising from the lack 
of information about domestic perception and 
dynamics, which can be solved by the application 
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9   Out of the 87 articles included in the systematic review, we found that 35 use two or more 
techniques to collect and analyze information. Therefore, the total number of techniques does 
not correspond to the total number of articles.
Another case that recognizes the need of 
resorting to qualitative techniques is the work 
by Alkire et al. (2013), as they acknowledge that 
the way in which indicators are measured is not 
always the best one and therefore, the support 
of a qualitative analysis could help correct these 
issues. Nevertheless, not all research studies 
declaring the use of mixed methods actually do 
it. Sometimes it seems that the qualitative or 
quantitative techniques are not provided with 
the same level of attention when analyzing the 
information. For instance, Urquieta and Alwang 
(2012), de Lima (2013), and Radel (2009) present 
a narrative framed by a quantitative analysis 
showing few qualitative findings.
Unit of analysis
Another aspect to take into consideration when 
defining the methodology is identifying who 
will be the subject(s) of study. This is important, 
since the type of techniques to be used 
depends upon this, as it sets the direction for 
methodology and expectations regarding the 
information to be obtained through research. 
In most studies, the units of analysis were rural 
women (29), followed by the couple making up 






















the household (22). There are also some projects 
focusing on rural men and women (9). Finally, 
there are studies with units of analysis consisting 
of projects, documents, households, countries, 
or even indicators (27). As expected, a significant 
number of studies focus their unit of analysis on 
rural women, reflecting a possible attachment 
to the conception that studying women means 
conducting a gender analysis. However, there 
is also a significant number of studies focused 
on the couple, showing a shift in the paradigm 
and addressing gender as the analysis of the 
social differences between men and women. 
For instance, Taukobong et al. (2016). Deere et 
al. (2012), and Deere and Twyman (2012, 2014) 
when addressing gender analysis in agriculture, 
make specific reference to the need of obtaining 
information disaggregated by sex to be able to 
make comparative gender analyses, as many 
projects are solely concerned with the head 
of household (generally a man), which causes 
gender biases in studies with a household focus.







All articles agree that gender is a set of standards, 
roles, and behaviors that a given society confers 
to men and women, even though some define 
it explicitly and others implicitly. Some authors 
look into the role of society and the institutions 
in the systematic exclusion of women from 
the agricultural sector (Buechler, 2016), the 
autonomy denied to them when working the land 
(Larson et al., 2019), and in the determination 
of agricultural needs from the perspective of 
male aspects (Taukobong et al., 2016; Cruz et al., 
2019). Other authors approach gender analysis 
depending on what they intend to achieve: to 
reach, benefit, or empower women (Johnson et 
al., 2018). Reach refers to women’s participation 
or involvement in projects, meetings, groups, or 
as decision-makers. Benefits for women include 
examples such as increasing their incomes, 
generating employment, or reducing their hours 
of work. Finally, when referring to empowerment, 
emphasis is made on gender norms and support 
for women to be able to make strategic decisions 
on their own lives.
Some authors draw attention to gender gaps 
identifying unequal access to assets and 
resources such as land, employment, education, 
training, technologies, credit, and decision-
making (Kristjanson et al., 2017; Alwang et al., 
2017; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Imburgia, 2019; 
Ferriol, 2016). Others focus on the implications of 
the roles of men and women in agriculture. For 
instance, for Radel (2011), the social construct of 
men as farmers and women as housewives that 
“help” in farm work has led to legitimizing men’s 
unequal access to land, resources and credit, 
while the work of women is rendered invisible. 
The articles of Paulilo (2013), Ferriol (2016), 
Twyman et al. (2015), and Waltz (2016) actually 
reflect upon the issue of rendering women’s care 
and agricultural work invisible. 
Regarding the determination of the gender gap, 
some authors state that measuring it at the 
household level is not the same as measuring it 
at the individual level (McKune et al., 2015; Deere 
et al., 2012); similarly, the project level is not the 
same as at the results level (Johnson et al., 2018). 
At the household level, the information obtained 
might be confusing when there is no agreement 
among the answers within the household. 
Within projects, counting the number of women 
participating or attending a meeting cannot be 
compared to the number of women actively 
involved and for whom the acquired knowledge 
is reflected in their ability to make decisions. For 
instance, some studies create groups for women 
to participate, or they involve them as employees, 
but they overlook workloads (Mathez et al., 2016) 
and the strong social standards that could restrict 
their participation (Buechler, 2016; Radel, 2012; 
Colfer and Minarchek, 2015). 
Thus it is necessary to clearly define the ultimate 
goal that research studies and projects pursue, 
since the activities, execution times, and results 
may be more oriented towards reaching and 
benefiting than to empowering women (Boza et 
al., 2018; Johnson et al., 2018; Pineda et al., 2019).
Empowerment
Thirty-seven articles contained a definition 
of empowerment. Of these, 21 were found 
to revolve around the subject based on the 
definition of Kabeer (1999) (Khodamoradi et 
al., 2011; Del Castillo, 2015; Eastin, 2018; Pineda 
Credit: © Bioversity International/P. Bordoni
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et al., 2019; Larson et al., 2019; Mathez et al., 
2016; Koralagama et al., 2017; Radel et al., 2012; 
Radel, 2005, 2009, 2012; Waltz, 2016; Galiè et 
al., 2019; Alkire et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2017; Di 
Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Dietz et al., 2018; 
Sundström et al., 2017; Deere and Twyman, 
2012; Buendía and Carrasco, 2013; McEvoy et 
al., 2012). The other 13 used the definitions of 
Rowlands (1997), Amiri (2000), Narayan (2002), 
Zenz (2000), Alsop et al. (2006), Longwe and 
Clarke (1994), Mosdale (2005)10. Analyzing the 
aspects taken into consideration by each article, 
we found that the main ones include: work, land 
ownership, decision-making, income, financial 
capital, and social standards. Furthermore, we 
decided to differentiate between qualitative 
articles, which address empowerment without 
considering measurements, and quantitative 
and mixed-methods articles, which present 
various ways to measure it.
The definitions of empowerment used in 
qualitative articles take into account the 
theoretical perspectives of Kabeer (1999) 
and Rowlands (1997). In this regard, some 
operationalize the concept from an economic 
dimension, considering that the access and 
control of resources is directly correlated to 
empowerment (Kristjanson et al., 2017; Gutiérrez 
et al., 2018; Larson et al., 2019 , and Jones et al., 
2017). On the other hand, Khodamoradi et al. 
(2011), Pineda et al. (2019), and Di Ciommo and 
Schiavetti (2012) focus on decision-making when 
addressing empowerment; while Radel (2011), 
Mathes et al.  (2016), Koralagama et al. (2017), 
and Farmar (2010) prioritize the development of 
new skills as the way to ensure empowerment. 
Finally, Bolandnazar et al. (2011) and Waltz (2016) 
argue that the empowerment of rural women 
depends on their access to decision-making 
positions.
Out of the 18 quantitative articles found 
through this systematic review, eight define 
empowerment following the proposal by 
Kabeer (1999), emphasizing the importance of 
the freedom and capacity of women to make 
strategic life decisions. However, at the time of 
formulating the indicators, there were marked 
differences. For instance, for Eastin (2018), 
empowerment is measured by assessing the 
impact of climate change on social and economic 
rights of women, i.e., taking structural aspects 
into consideration. Likewise, Sundström et 
al. (2017), when referring to WPEI (Women 
Political Empowerment Index) discuss the 
impact of democracy and social inclusion in 
empowering women according to their country, 
while Buendía and Carrasco (2013) focus on 
analyzing the correlation between economic 
development and the empowerment of women. 
On the other hand, Galiè et al. (2019), Alkire et al. 
(2013) and Dietz et al. (2018) develop indicators 
10   Annex 2 contains the definitions of empowerment by each author.
14 Working paper
that focus on practical needs directly related 
to women’s decision-making as well as the 
household couple’s decision-making. Meanwhile, 
Deere and Twyman (2012) and Can et al. (2007), 
despite not having developed indicators, focus 
on household decision-making. In the first 
case, they analyze land ownership and farm 
management decisions; and in the second, they 
study decision-making related to household 
expenses.
Most of the 13 mixed-methods articles also 
discuss the concept of empowerment proposed 
by Kabeer (1999). Some authors address the 
subject from a systematic point of view; for 
Larrauri et al. (2016), empowerment tends to be 
an equity process that must ensure education, 
labor rights, and the access to health services. 
From a structural overview, Radel (2005) 
understands that ensuring women’s control over 
land could become a key factor to develop their 
power of agency in the household. On the other 
hand, Humphries et al. (2012) and Radel (2012) 
highlight the importance of female participation 
in groups that allow them to make decisions, 
as they are often denied the opportunity for 
the role they play in the household. In contrast, 
Radel (2009) and Radel et al. (2012), under the 
concept of practical needs, study the case of 
Calakmul, Mexico, where there is a high labor 
migration rate of men heads of household, 
and they found that migration is a factor that 
increases women’s decision-making, while 
restricting their mobility, which ultimately 
results in an ambiguity about the effect on 
empowerment within the community.
Operationalization
There are many ways to approach the work 
on gender, based on the intentions of authors. 
In this section, we present the way in which 
the articles operationalize the concepts 
using qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 
methodologies. Due to the large diversity of 
aspects covered when addressing gender, we 
grouped the elements considered by each 
article. From this exercise we obtained 23 codes 
that were subsequently classified (by affinity) 
in seven categories: learning, agricultural 
resources, work, leadership, society, laws, 
and wellbeing. Here we discuss each category 
and the codes of which it is composed. At 
the end of this section, we include Graph 6, 
showing the number of articles addressing 
each of the categories outlined according to 
their methodology and Annex 3 groups all 
studies reviewed under each code and their 
corresponding category.
Qualitative
Under the “learning” category, four codes were 
grouped: knowledge, education, extension 
services, and information. This category focuses 
its attention on the learning gained by an 
individual both through informal channels and 
the transfer of intergenerational or community 
knowledge (Kristjanson et al., 2017; Vidrascu 
et al., 2016; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Waltz, 
2016; Yang et al., 2018 , and Farmar, 2010); as 
well as through institutional channels, such as 
school (Boza et al., 2018; Taukobong et al., 2016; 
Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Ransom and Bain, 
2011; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015 , and many 
others), extension workers (Lastarria, 2009; 
Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013; Khodamoradi 
et al., 2011; Paulilo, 2013; García and Wanner, 
2017 , and Johnson et al., 2018), or mass media 
(Glemarec, 2017; Taukobong et al., 2016; 
Buechler, 2016 , and Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 
2012). 
The second category refers to “agricultural 
resources” and it groups the following codes: 
agricultural inputs, capital, land ownership, 
and other resources. Since the main subject 
upon which this review was built is women in 
agriculture, these four codes concentrate a large 
number or articles. However, only two consider 
the four aspects simultaneously (Buechler, 
2016 and Johnson et al., 2018), and two work on 
three aspects together (Deere, 2018 and Jones 
et al., 2017). Most of the articles related to this 
category focus on two main aspects, when 
referring to gender in projects and research 
studies: i) access, tenure, and control over land, 
notably the works by Deere and León (2001), 
Deere et al. (2012), Mollett (2015), and Mathez et 
al. (2016); ii) the possibility to access credit and 
its use to increase land productivity by acquiring 
and using agricultural inputs, where the works 
by Colfer and Minarchek (2015) and Ferriol (2016) 
are particularly relevant.
15Indicators for gender equality and the empowerment of women: from concept to practice
The third category, “work,” comprises: 
productive work, domestic work, and income. 
These three codes provide an opportunity to 
discuss the workload of women by considering 
not only the work they carry out at home in 
reproductive tasks, but also the work they carry 
out in productive areas and the income derived 
from it (Buechler, 2009; Glemarec, 2017; Pineda 
et al., 2019; Vazquez, 2008). Pineda et al. (2019), 
Brumer (2004), Giraldo (2016), and Vazquez 
(2008) highlight the importance of reconsidering 
the gender division of labor to make progress 
towards gender equity, since, unless workloads 
are modified at the household level, women will 
continue to be responsible for multiple tasks 
and their work will remain invisible, as they are 
seen as assistants rather than as farmers.
For Radel (2011), this double load of reproductive 
and productive work is often expressed in the 
phrase “I am dedicated to my home”, since it 
hides the multiple tasks carried out by women 
without any economic recognition. Similarly, 
Selwyn (2010), Espinosa (1998), and Riaño and 
Keilbach (2009) refer to how the social definition 
of a woman as a housewife is the secret behind 
the difference in opportunities and salaries 
between men and women, because, despite the 
increasing number of women who must take 
over the household economy, they continue 
to experience inequalities regarding income, 
employment, professions, and their economic 
and political participation.
The fourth category, “leadership,” groups the 
following codes: associations, participation, 
decision-making, and power. For the authors of 
the articles identified with these codes, there 
is a major challenge facing women in terms of 
their participation in associations (Roces and 
Montiel, 2010; Lyon, 2008; Lyon et al., 2010; 
Sundberg, 2004; Bacon, 2010; Ferriol, 2016; 
Vidrascu et al., 2016), decision-making (Imburgia, 
2019), and training to enhance awareness of 
their rights, as well as their involvement in 
activities contributing to the development of the 
community in the public spheres (Jones et al., 
2017), all of which are necessary for female and 
community empowerment.
Regarding decision-making, McKune et al. 
(2015) highlight the need for more information 
disaggregated by sex to help understand 
Credit: © CIAT/M. Koningstein
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how decisions are made by men and women 
in agriculture, especially taking into account 
that ownership is no guarantee of control or 
decision-making power. Situations such as this 
lead to women being in a marginal position of 
increased vulnerability when making decisions 
about resources, income, and ultimately, on 
the processes that affect the nutrition of their 
families, as expressed by Larson et al. (2019).
The fifth category refers to “society” and groups 
mobility, roles, social standards, and violence. 
For many rural women, the existing social 
standards restrict their mobility and thus, the 
possibility of participating in decision-making 
spaces, especially those traditionally considered 
as masculine spaces. López et al. (2019), Cruz et 
al. (2019), Mathez et al. (2016), Mollett (2010), Bee 
(2013), McEvoy et al. (2012), and Koralagama et 
al. (2017) clearly show how machismo handicaps 
women, in terms of: Mobility, because they must 
request their husband’s permission to leave 
the house. Participation, due to the conflicts it 
generates in terms of time demand, as they have 
to fulfill their household responsibilities to be 
able to participate in the activities, which drives 
many of them out of these spaces. Public image, 
because taking part in activities that require 
mobilization outside the community is not well 
accepted by society. The access to education 
for girls and the training they receive at home 
to serve and obey men are among the social 
standards that determine women’s behavior.
The “laws” category includes the codes 
intersectionality and laws, policies, and rights. 
For Mollett (2015), women can use law and 
policies as mechanisms to access new rights 
that allow them to transform the situation in 
which they are living. For Gumucio and Rueda 
(2015), this clarity should lead to institutions 
working together to promote gender inclusion 
when planning the future of communities. 
Similarly, Tavira and Tapia (2008) and Deere et al. 
(2013) highlight the importance of considering 
the differential needs of men and women, 
maintaining a gender equity approach when 
designing policies, because putting them aside 
only reinforces inequality. Along this line, Asher 
and Varley (2018) put emphasis on considering 
gender as a social category that interacts with 
other categories, such as ethnicity and social 
class, to be able to address gender issues 
in public policies from an interdisciplinary 
perspective. Finally, Phillips (2011) argues to 
make women visible at the institutional level for 
their further integration into politics, in terms of 
leadership and positions of power.
Finally, the “wellbeing” category is comprised 
of food security and health. Vidrascu et al. 
(2016) stress that access to health shows the 
widest gender gaps, as a result of women’s 
subordination to men, to the detriment of 
their rights. For Phillips (2011) and Gutiérrez 
et al. (2018) food security may be evidenced in 
nutrition; therefore, rural development plans 
should focus on promoting and strengthening 
food security to help reduce gender gaps, 
enhancing women’s capacities to make decisions 
over the diets in their households and improving 
the nutritional status of the whole family.
Quantitative and mixed methods
Additional to the analysis of categories we 
conducted on qualitative studies, we also 
decided to differentiate them according to 
the study techniques used to analyze the 
approaches of quantitative and mixed-methods 
articles. The articles quantifying their results 
use techniques such as: surveys, statistical 
techniques, or both. When we mention surveys, 
Credit: © CIAT/A. Varón
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we refer to research studies that conduct 
fieldwork to collect data from a demographic 
sample to meet the objectives of the study, 
which may be analyzed and presented as 
percentages, averages, or be converted 
into indicators. In statistical techniques, we 
group those studies that perform regression 
calculations or statistical tests using large 
databases (not originating from surveys 
specifically designed for the study). Finally, we 
grouped works combining both surveys and 
statistical techniques.
The studies using only the technique of sample 
surveys measured information related to the 
categories “agricultural resources”, “work”, and 
“society”, presenting data such as participation 
rates in agricultural activities (Del Castillo, 2015; 
Radel et al., 2012; Lyon et al., 2017; Raynolds, 
2002; Twyman et al., 2015; Deere, 1982; Radel, 
2009), the average number of hectares of land 
or resources owned by women (Raynolds, 2002; 
Twyman et al., 2015; Deere and Twyman, 2014; 
Espinosa, 1998; Hamilton, 2002; Radel, 2009), 
and the perception of couples at the moment 
of making decisions within the household 
(Raynolds, 2002; Deere and Twyman, 2012; 
Can et al., 2007; Deere, 1982; Radel, 2009). 
There are also articles that build indicators 
using survey data; Galiè et al. (2019), as well 
as Alkire et al. (2013) and Dietz et al. (2018) 
do so to develop two tools, WELI (Women’s 
Empowerment in Livestock Index) and WEAI 
(Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index), 
respectively; which they use to measure 
empowerment using various dimensions. Galiè 
et al. (2019) focus on “agricultural resources”, 
“work”, “society” and “wellbeing”, as they 
measure access to opportunities and decision-
making over production, agricultural resources, 
their control, income, and household nutrition. 
Alkire et al. (2013) and Dietz et al. (2018) 
focus on “agricultural resources”, “work”, and 
“leadership”, with decision-making indicators 
for production, income and credit, ownership of 
assets, participation in groups, and workload. 
In contrast, Larrauri et al. (2016), after reviewing 
a set of equity and empowerment indicators 
(which are related to all the categories in our 
analysis), surveyed a number of cacao-producing 
households, identifying the most relevant 
indicators as differences in years of schooling 
within couples, access to health, and work.
In the case of research studies using only 
statistical techniques, we found that some 
articles focus on the development of statistical 
models, where we find that Eastin (2018) studies 
the climate change impact on the social and 
economic rights of women, Awaworyi et al. 
(2019) measure the impact of ethnic diversity 
in gender equality, and Buendía and Carrasco 
(2013) look at the relationship between 
empowerment, economic development, and 
entrepreneurship. In addition to having a 
measuring tool in common, the three articles 
take into account aspects such as “learning”, 
“work”, and “society”. On the other hand, 
Branisa et al. (2014) ranked countries outside 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD) in terms of social 
institutions and gender inequality, in which 
they address “agricultural resources”, “society”, 
and “laws”. Finally, Coleman and Mwangi, 
(2013) develop the WPEI (Women’s Political 
Empowerment Index), an index based on 
variables related to “agricultural resources”, 
“work”, “leadership”, and “laws”.
Finally, we have articles that used both surveys 
and statistical techniques. In these works, 
what stands out is the implementation of 
descriptive analyses followed by a regression. 
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Two very important categories in terms of the 
research studies are “work” and “leadership”. 
For example, Humphries et al. (2012) and 
Radel (2005; 2012) study the probability of 
using conservation techniques in agricultural 
production and the probability of participation 
in these groups; Alwang et al. (2017) analyze 
how couples’ decision-making influences labor-
market participation, and Twyman et al. (2015) 
examine if resources, land ownership, and 
income determine women’s participation in 
agriculture. On the other hand, Fletschner (2008; 
2009) studies financial capital by analyzing if 
education, land ownership, and income are 
aspects that influence the difficulty to access 
credit. Urquieta and Alwang (2012) measure the 
probability of women being able to sell potatoes 
in markets if they own a cell phone, to analyze 
if being in possession of a resource such as a 
cell phone modifies an aspect as important 
as social standards. Finally, de Lima (2013) 
does not develop a statistical model, because 
she conducts the study with cluster analyses, 
observing women’s participation rate in 
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This work focused on understanding the way in 
which agricultural development research studies 
and projects measure empowerment or gender 
inequalities in Latin America. To achieve this, 
we adapted the Systematic Literature Review 
methodology proposed by PRISMA (Welch et 
al., 2012) to a social study and we carried out 
a search for articles taking into account five 
main subjects: gender, indicators, agriculture, 
development, and Latin America. The 87 studies 
meeting the inclusion criteria were analyzed, 
taking into account their theoretical concepts 
and methodologies, as well as the specific 
measures or indicators used. 
The literature review allowed us to identify that 
the theoretical definitions of empowerment 
and gender used in the articles reviewed 
were similar. In terms of empowerment, the 
predominant definition is that by Kabeer (1999), 
which is reflected in the aspects taken into 
consideration by each article. Nevertheless, 
although there are many similar theoretical 
definitions, the differences lie in the way each 
study operationalizes the concepts of gender 
and empowerment, which in turn is connected 
to the methodological approaches guiding each 
research study. 
In practice many aspects related to gender 
are considered in agricultural development 
studies: understanding the gender gaps or 
inequalities; analyzing the implications of men’s 
and women’s roles in agriculture; exploring the 
role of society and institutions in the systematic 
exclusion of women from the agricultural sector; 
or measuring empowerment. However, we 
find a clear limitation in the studies reviewed, 
since they base their theoretical framework 
on the concept of empowerment, but their 
results are focused on what, according to the 
framework proposed by Johnson et al (2018), 
could be classified as reach or benefit, but 
not empowerment, because they lack a focus 
on targeting changes in social norms and 
strengthening women’s capacities to make 
and implement decisions that affect their 
lives. Therefore, operationalizing gender and/
or women’s empowerment should link theory Credit: © CIAT
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11   Interaction between class, age, ethnic and racial condition, culture, religion, geographical 
environment, and economic and political factors.
to practice. As such it is important to clearly 
articulate the study or project goals and 
explain how they can be measured and they 
link to the underlying, and often intangible and 
unmeasurable, concepts. 
Regarding the methodologies, we found that 
qualitative research focuses on approaching 
theoretical concepts from the social aspects, 
always with the challenge of capturing these 
characteristics in descriptions of the context. 
Meanwhile, quantitative studies use indicators 
to be able to quantify the different aspects 
or dimensions of the theoretical concepts. 
Among the studies reviewed, the formulation 
of indicators revolves around the access to 
resources or services, ownership of assets, 
workload, leadership, decision-making, and 
participation in positions of power. We also 
found that some authors had developed their 
own indexes, based on the aforementioned 
indicators, to measure the empowerment of 
women. Such is the case of WEAI (Alkire et 
al., 2013), WELI (Galiè et al., 2019), and WPEI 
(Sundström et al., 2017). The first two are 
instruments that approach the concept of 
empowerment proposed by Kabeer (1999) 
from a practical perspective, focusing mainly 
on the agency component, with less (or no) 
emphasis on resources and achievements (the 
other two components discussed in Kabeer, 
1999). They also do not discuss or consider 
intersectionality11 (Awaworyi et al., 2019) and its 
relevance in Latin American contexts. WPEI, for 
its part, is a tool that approaches empowerment 
from a structural perspective, emphasizing 
public policies, civil liberties, freedom of 
social participation, and political engagement. 
However, managing such a wide scale makes it 
difficult to take into account variables that may 
be important at the community level (Eastin, 
2018). 
Therefore, projects and studies aiming 
at empowering women should require a 
transformational gender approach, with 
instruments and activities oriented towards 
reshaping power relationships and the existing 
inequalities between men and women. 
Likewise, they should consider the impacts their 
interventions might have on the current context 
of each community and on the full set of needs 
that exist at the time of implementation, since 
interventions are not undertaken in isolated 
and controlled environments, but, on the 
contrary, they occur in communities that are 
under constant change, for which an aspect 
covered by the intervention could have direct 
consequences on other aspects that were 
not covered. It is also important to recognize 
that not all research studies or development 
projects incorporating a gender component 
are targeting the empowerment of women, 
and thus, their theoretical framework and the 
methodology that supports their analysis of 
information, the presentation of results and the 
recommendations or activities proposed, should 
be relevant to the overall goal of the study and 
they should be implemented using techniques 
that allow for the interaction between qualitative 
and quantitative methods (Galiè et al., 2019; 
Alkire et al., 2013).
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Annexes
Annex 1: Stages, steps, actions and outputs to undertake the systematic review.
STAGE STEPS ACTIONS OUTPUTS
1. Clearly define the question 
to be answered by the 
review or the hypothesis to 
be tested
Step 1. Define the 
question.
1. Clearly specify the question to be answered 
by the review.
1. Final question to be 
answered
2. Specify the population, sub-population, 
results of interest, timeframe, language, and 
geographical region on which the research 
will focus.
2. Population, sub-population, 
timeframe, language, and 
geographical region defined.
3. Clearly define who is expected to be the 
target audience for the review. 3. Target audience
4. Develop a forward plan to disseminate 
the results found in the review and to help 
interpret their use.
4. Plan for the dissemination  
of results
2. Determine the types of 
studies that need to be 
found in order to answer  
the question
Step 2. Develop a 
protocol and have it 
reviewed.
1. Write a protocol with the outputs from 
Step 1: starting with the question about the 
review, the methods to be used, and the 
types of studies to take into consideration. 
In addition, specify the means to be used in 
the evaluation and synthesis of studies.
Protocol
3. Conduct an extensive 
literature search to find  
the studies
Step 3. Conduct the 
literature search.
1. Find the studies that, due to their 
characteristics, will help answer the 
question.
a. Search in electronic databases, libraries, 
chapters of books, and others.
b. Consult experts.
List #1 of studies found in the 
literature review that can help 
answer the question. (This is the 
master list).
2. If possible, make a list with the titles and the 
summaries.
4. Filter the search results Step 4. Filter the references.
1. List #1 should be reviewed to identify what 
articles will be read in full.
1. List #2 prepared using the 
evaluation parameters. This 
includes the references to be 
read in full.
2. List #3. Discarded references 
and the reasons according to the 
parameters.
5. Critical assessment  
of the studies included
Step 5. Assess the rest of 
studies against inclusion 
and exclusion criteria.
1. Conduct a review of the summaries to 
exclude some references. 1. List #3 gets longer.
2. Search for the full text of articles to review 
them and determine whether they meet the 
inclusion and exclusion criteria.
2. List #3 gets longer.
3. Identify the texts referenced in the articles 
to prepare a new list following the snowball 
method.
3. New list with articles recovered 
with the snowball method.
4. Carry out actions one and two 
of this stage on the new articles 
found through the snowball.
Step 6. Data extraction 
1. Develop a data extraction matrix to contain 
the data obtained from each article. It will 
record: the title, general information about 
the document, theoretical approaches, 
methodology, indicators, and conclusions.
1. Data extraction matrix.
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STAGE STEPS ACTIONS OUTPUTS
6. Synthesize the studies and 
assess heterogeneity among 
study findings
Step 7. Synthesis of the 
studies.
1. Synthesize the data from the studies to 
conduct an initial statistical analysis.
1. Statistical synthesis.
2. Graphs with synthesized 
results.
2. Prepare a narrative synthesis that helps to 
systematically integrate the heterogeneity 
of the results of the studies.
1. Narrative synthesis.
Step 8. Take into account 
publication biases.
1. Consider aspects such as the size of the 
study, the quality of the study, the source 
of funding, and the publication bias, as the 
results of primary studies may be affected 
when analyzing the information
1. Paragraph explaining the 
findings against biases.
Step 9. Writing the 
article.
1. Write the article including the details of all 
the research and a methodological section 
that shows the selection and exclusion 
process.
Final result: article
7. Disseminate the findings  
of the review
Step 10. Broader 
dissemination.
1. Implement the initial dissemination plan.
1. Summaries of the review.2. Draft summaries or other versions of the 
review for decision makers and for a non-
specialized audience.
3. Work with information users to help 
them understand the implications of the 
findings of the review on the formulation 
of policies and future research.
2. Conferences and others.
4. Conferences, workshops, seminars, 
consultations with experts, and others. 4. Impact of the review  
and its results.5. Measure the impact that the review might 
have on relevant related aspects.
Prepared by the authors with information taken from Petticrew and Roberts, Systematic reviews in the social sciences: a practical guide (2006).
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Annex 2: Definitions of empowerment according to different authors
AUTHOR DEFINITION OF EMPOWERMENT*
Kabeer (1999) Women’s empowerment is about the process by which those who have been denied the ability to make strategic life choices acquire such an ability.
Rowlands (1997)
Women’s empowerment deals with the transformation of social relations and, in particular, social relations based 
on sexual differences. According to this author, empowerment has three dimensions: personal, which means the 
development of a sense of self and individual capacity; relational, which refers to the ability to negotiate and influence the 
nature of relationships; and collective, which entails working together to achieve a more extensive impact.
Amiri (2000) Empowerment is the capacity of women to gain economic independence and self reliance within a social and cultural context.
Longwe and Clarke (1994)
Empowerment entails developing critical awareness to transform the structures produced by gender inequities. It is a 
process of change towards greater equity both individual and collective, where women work actively to regain control over 
their lives, their bodies, and their territories in the material, social, and symbolic sphere.
Alsop et al. (2006) Empowerment is the ability of a group of individuals to make decisions and choices, and to transform those choices into actions and desired results.
Zenz (2000) Empowerment refers to the ability of individuals and groups to act by themselves to achieve the goals set by themselves.
Narayan (2002) Empowerment is the expansion of assets and capabilities of poor people to participate in, negotiate with, influence, control, and hold accountable institutions that affect their lives.
* The definitions were taken from consulted articles.
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Annex 3: Classification of articles according to code and operationalization category.
CATEGORY CODE ARTICLES
Learning
Knowledge Kristjanson et al., 2017; Alwang et al., 2017; Vidrascu et al., 2016; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Waltz, 2016; Farmar, 2010; Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Bee, 2013; Yang et al., 2018.
Education
Glemarec, 2017; Khodamoradi et al., 2011; Eastin, 2018; Boza et al., 2018; Taukobong et al., 2016; Paulilo, 
2013; Alwang et al., 2017; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Vidrascu et al., 2016; Ransom and Bain, 2011; Johnson 
et al., 2018; Larrauri et al., 2016; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015; Awaworyi et al., 2019; López et al., 2019; 
Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Fletschner, 2009; Ferriol, 2016; Branisa et al., 2014; Lyon et al., 2017; Waltz, 2016; 
Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Coleman and Mwangi, 2013; de Lima, 2013; Buendía and Carrasco, 2013.
Extension 
services
Kristjanson et al., 2017; Glemarec, 2017; Khodamoradi et al., 2011; Paulilo, 2013; Alwang et al., 2017;  
García and Wanner, 2017; Johnson et al., 2018; Waltz, 2016; Bacon, 2010; Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013;  
Lastarria, 2009.





Kristjanson et al., 2017; Radel, 2011; McKune et al., 2015; Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Buechler, 2016; Cruz et al., 
2019; Johnson et al., 2018; Branisa et al., 2014; Alkire et al., 2013; Dietz et al., 2018; de Lima, 2013; Espinosa, 
1998; Valdivia, 2001.
Capital
Glemarec, 2017; Khodamoradi et al., 2011; Radel, 2011; Pineda et al., 2019; Paulilo, 2013; Alwang et al., 
2017; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Vidrascu et al., 2016; Garcia and Wanner, 2017; Buechler, 2016; Ransom 
and Bain, 2011; Johnson et al., 2018; Larrauri et al., 2016; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015; Imburgia, 2019; 
Humphries et al., 2012; Radel, 2012; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Fletschner, 2009; Ferriol, 2016; Deere, 2018; 
Branisa et al., 2014; Alkire et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2017; Farmar, 2010; Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Dietz 
et al., 2018; Deere et al., 2012; Fletschner, 2008.
Land  
ownership
Kristjanson et al., 2017; Glemarec, 2017; Khodamoradi et al., 2011; Radel, 2011; Eastin, 2018; Pineda et al., 
2019; Boza et al., 2018; Mollett, 2015; Paulilo, 2013; Alwang et al., 2017; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Buechler, 
2016; Johnson et al., 2018; Mathez et al., 2016; Larrauri et al., 2016; Radel, 2012; Deere, 2018; Branisa et 
al., 2014; Lyon et al., 2017; Waltz, 2016; Alkire et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2017; Dietz et al., 2018; Deere and 
Twyman, 2014; Deere and Twyman, 2012; Twyman et al., 2015; Bacon, 2010; Bee, 2013; Brumer, 2004; 
Buechler, 2009; Deere and León, 2001; Deere et al., 2013; Espinosa, 1998; Hamilton, 2002; Lastarria, 2009; 
Lyon, 2008; Mollett, 2010; Radel, 2005; Valdivia, 2001.
Resources
Pineda et al., 2019; Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Boza et al., 2018; Taukobong et al., 2016; Asher and Varley, 2018; 
Garcia and Wanner, 2017; Vazquez, 2008; Larson et al., 2019; Buechler, 2016; Johnson et al., 2018; Mathez 
et al., 2016; Koralagama et al., 2017; Larrauri et al., 2016; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015; Imburgia, 2019; 
Ferriol, 2016; Deere, 2018; Branisa et al., 2014; Galiè et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2017; Raynolds, 2002; Deere 




Glemarec, 2017; Del Castillo, 2015; Eastin, 2018; Pineda et al., 2019; Taukobong et al., 2016; Alwang et al., 
2017; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Vidrascu et al., 2016; Selwyn, 2010; Vazquez, 2008; Ransom and Bain, 2011; 
Larrauri et al., 2016; Humphries et al., 2012; Awaworyi et al., 2019; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Fletschner, 
2009; Lyon et al., 2017; Galiè et al., 2019; Alkire et al., 2013; Raynolds, 2002; Dietz et al., 2018; de Lima, 2013; 
Twyman et al., 2015; Twyman et al., 2015; Tavira and Tapia, 2008; Bacon, 2010; Bee, 2013; Beuchelt and 
Badstue, 2013; Brumer, 2004; Buechler, 2009; Buendía and Carrasco, 2013; Deere, 1982; Espinosa, 1998; 
Lyon, 2008; Radel, 2005; Radel, 2009; Riaño and Keilbach, 2009; Sundberg, 2004; Valdivia, 2001.
Domestic work
Glemarec, 2017; Radel, 2011; Pineda et al., 2019; Boza et al., 2018; Phillips, 2011; Vazquez, 2008; Larrauri et al., 
2016; Humphries et al., 2012; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Lyon et al., 2017; Galiè et al., 2019; Alkire et al., 2013; 
Jones et al., 2017; Raynolds, 2002; Dietz et al., 2018; Sundström et al., 2017; Twyman et al., 2015; Tavira and 
Tapia, 2008; Bacon, 2010; Bee, 2013; Brumer, 2004; Buechler, 2009; Deere, 1982; Lyon, 2008; Sundberg, 2004.
Income
Glemarec, 2017; Del Castillo, 2015; Eastin, 2018; Pineda et al., 2019; Taukobong et al., 2016; Alwang et al., 
2017; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Vidrascu et al., 2016; Selwyn, 2010; Vazquez, 2008; Ransom and Bain, 2011; 
Larrauri et al., 2016; Humphries et al., 2012; Lyon et al., 2017; Waltz, 2016; Galiè et al., 2019; Alkire et al., 
2013; Raynolds, 2002; Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Dietz et al., 2018; Coleman and Mwangi, 2013; de 
Lima, 2013; Deere et al., 2012; Bacon, 2010; Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013; Brumer, 2004; Buechler, 2009; 
Can et al., 2007; Espinosa, 1998; Roces and Montiel, 2010; Lyon, 2008; Radel, 2005; Radel, 2009; Riaño and 
Keilbach, 2009; Valdivia, 2001.




Glemarec, 2017; Taukobong et al., 2016; Imburgia, 2019; Radel, 2012; Ferriol, 2016; Lyon et al., 2017; 
Sundström et al., 2017; de Lima, 2013; Bacon, 2010; Roces and Montiel, 2010; Lastarria, 2009; Lyon et al., 
2010; Radel, 2005; Radel, 2009; Sundberg, 2004.
Participation
Vidrascu et al., 2016; Larrauri et al., 2016; Radel et al., 2012; Humphries et al., 2012; Radel, 2012; Awaworyi 
et al., 2019; Lyon et al., 2017; Galiè et al., 2019; Alkire et al., 2013; Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Dietz et 
al., 2018; Coleman and Mwangi, 2013; Sundström et al., 2017; de Lima, 2013; Bacon, 2010; Buendía and 
Carrasco, 2013; Roces and Montiel, 2010; Lyon, 2008; Lyon et al., 2010; Sundberg, 2004.
Decision-making
Kristjanson et al., 2017; McKune et al., 2015; Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Boza et al., 2018; Taukobong et al., 2016; 
Paulilo, 2013; Garcia and Wanner, 2017; Larson et al., 2019; Ransom and Bain, 2011; Johnson et al., 2018; 
Koralagama et al., 2017; Imburgia, 2019; Radel et al., 2012; Humphries et al., 2012; Galiè et al., 2019; Alkire 
et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2017; Farmar, 2010; Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Urquieta and Alwang, 2012; 
Dietz et al., 2018; Deere and Twyman, 2014; Deere et al., 2012; Deere and Twyman, 2012; Twyman et al., 
2015; Bacon, 2010; Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013; Can et al., 2007; Deere, 1982; Fletschner, 2008; Lyon, 2008; 
Lyon et al., 2010; McEvoy et al., 2012; Radel, 2005; Radel, 2009.
Power Vidrascu et al., 2016; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015; Imburgia, 2019; Jones et al., 2017.
Society
Mobility
Glemarec, 2017; Taukobong et al., 2016; Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Ransom and Bain, 2011; Johnson et al., 
2018; Larrauri et al., 2016; López et al., 2019; Branisa et al., 2014; Tavira and Tapia, 2008; Buechler, 2009; 
McEvoy et al., 2012; Radel, 2005; Radel, 2009.
Roles
Radel, 2011; Del Castillo, 2015; Phillips, 2011; Vazquez, 2008; Cruz et al., 2019; Mathez et al., 2016; Larrauri et 
al., 2016; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015; Humphries et al., 2012; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Branisa et al., 2014; 
Lyon et al., 2017; Waltz, 2016; Jones et al., 2017; Raynolds, 2002; Di Ciommo and Schiavetti, 2012; Urquieta 
and Alwang, 2012; Twyman et al., 2015; Tavira and Tapia, 2008; Bee, 2013; Brumer, 2004; Deere, 1982.
Social standards
Kristjanson et al., 2017; Glemarec, 2017; Del Castillo, 2015; Eastin, 2018; Taukobong et al., 2016; 
Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Vazquez, 2008; Buechler, 2016; Koralagama et al., 2017; Larrauri et al., 2016; Colfer 
and Minarchek, 2015; Imburgia, 2019; Bolandnazar et al., 2011; Fletschner, 2009; Deere, 2018; Branisa et al., 
2014; Lyon et al., 2017; Waltz, 2016; Farmar, 2010; Urquieta and Alwang, 2012; Coleman and Mwangi, 2013; 
Twyman et al., 2015; Tavira and Tapia, 2008; Bee, 2013; Deere, 1982; Fletschner, 2008; McEvoy et al., 2012; 
Mollett, 2010; Giraldo, 2016.
Violence Glemarec, 2017; Del Castillo, 2015; Taukobong et al., 2016; Larrauri et al., 2016; Branisa et al., 2014.
Wellbeing
Food security Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Phillips, 2011; Galiè et al., 2019; Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013.
Health Vidrascu et al., 2016; Larrauri et al., 2016; Awaworyi et al., 2019; Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013.
Laws
Intersectionality Asher and Varley, 2018; Selwyn, 2010; Vazquez, 2008; Buechler, 2009; Deere, 1982; Deere and León, 2001; Sundberg, 2004; Awaworyi et al., 2019.
Laws, policies, 
and rights
Kristjanson et al., 2017; Eastin, 2018; Mollett, 2015; Taukobong et al., 2016; Paulilo, 2013; Phillips, 2011; 
Vazquez, 2008; Colfer and Minarchek, 2015; Branisa et al., 2014; Waltz, 2016; Jones et al., 2017; Sundström et 
al., 2017; Deere et al., 2012; Gumucio and Rueda, 2015; Tavira and Tapia, 2008; Buechler, 2009; Deere and 
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